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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) prepared this Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) in response to Rugraw, LLCôs (Rugraw) application for a water quality 

certification for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric 

Project (Proposed Project) under an original Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

license. When the State Water Board considers issuing a water quality certification for a project, 

it evaluates whether the project will comply with applicable water quality standards and other 

appropriate requirements of state law and determines conditions necessary to protect water 

quality in California. 

The Proposed Project, referenced in FERC documents as Project Number 12496, would be a 

new hydroelectric project located on the upper South Fork Battle Creek. In accordance with the 

Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. section 791 et seq.) and FERC regulations, Rugraw submitted a 

Final License Application to FERC on April 21, 2014. As part of its review of Rugrawôs 

application, FERC issued its Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License 

(Final EIS) in July 2018. Pursuant to section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 

section 1341), Rugraw reapplied to the State Water Board for a water quality certification for the 

Proposed Project on November 14, 2019.  

The State Water Board has two separate and distinct responsibilities regarding the Proposed 

Project: (1) ensuring compliance with water quality standards and other requirements of state 

law, and (2) complying with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

CEQA requires a public agency with discretionary authority to issue a certification, permit, or 

other approval to evaluate the environmental impacts of its action. The State Water Board has 

the principal responsibility for approving the Proposed Project and is therefore the lead agency 

under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, section 21067; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15367.)   

The State Water Board has prepared this EIR to conform with CEQA. An EIR is a public 

document designed to inform the public and governmental agencies of a projectôs potential 

environmental effects and foster public participation and informed decision-making. This EIR is 

a project EIR that focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from the 

Proposed Project (See CEQA Guidelines, section 15161). As required by CEQA, this EIR 

discloses significant adverse impacts that may be caused by the Proposed Project and also 

identifies mitigation measures to reduce the significance of identified impacts. In preparing this 

EIR, the State Water Board considered FERCôs Final EIS as well as Rugrawôs final license 

application and all amendments thereto, recommendations made by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and National 

Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to section 10(j) of the Federal Power Act, and the 

sediment transport, fish habitat, and water temperature studies completed as part of the FERC 

licensing process. 
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Definition of the Proposed Project in this EIR 

For the purposes of this EIR and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines1 section 15378, a 

ñprojectò is defined as ñthe whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 

direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change 

in the environmentò that is ñan activity involving issuance to a person of a lease, permit, license, 

certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies.ò 

For purposes of the environmental analysis contained in this EIR, the Project under 

consideration is the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project, which 

includes FERCôs Final EIS Staff Alternative with two additional measures developed in 

consultation with NMFS after publication of the Final EIS, as further described in Chapter 2, 

Proposed Project Description. 

Proposed Project Objectives 

As required by section 15124, subdivision (b) of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR identifies project 

objectives. These objectives are used in evaluating alternatives to determine whether and to 

what extent the alternatives achieve the intent of a proposed project. In evaluating alternatives, 

a lead agency must consider both an alternativeôs consistency with project objectives and its 

potentially significant impacts. 

The underlying purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide hydroelectric power. Three 

specific objectives related to this purpose, to be accomplished through the Proposed Project, 

are: 

1. Generate electricity for the term of the original license to produce electric power. 

The Proposed Project would generate electricity to help meet Californiaôs power 

requirements. It would produce approximately 5 megawatts (MW) per hour of operation 

and is expected to produce an average of 24,936 megawatt hours (MWh) per year.  

2. Provide renewable hydropower to help California meet its Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (RPS). In 2002, the state of California established its RPS program, which 

requires that a specific percentage of electricity retail sales must come from renewable 

energy resources, which include small hydroelectric facilities. The Proposed Project 

would contribute to California's efforts to meet its RPS requirements by producing 5 MW 

per hour of operation and an average of 24,936 MWh of renewable energy per year. 

3. Identify and implement measures to avoid or mitigate damage to the environment, 

including fish and wildlife, and protect beneficial uses of South Fork Battle Creek. 

Rugraw will develop and implement several plans and programs to ensure compliance 

with water quality standards and other appropriate requirements of state law. These 

plans and programs will address concerns related to fish and wildlife, as well as 

temperature, turbidity, pH, and other aspects of water quality. In addition, the Proposed 

Project would not affect the planned Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration 

Project. 

 

 
1  The CEQA Guidelines are found at California Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 15000 et 

seq. 
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Overview of the Proposed Project   

Rugraw proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 5-MW capacity hydroelectric project 

located on the upper South Fork Battle Creek on the western slopes of the Cascade Range in 

unincorporated Tehama County. The Proposed Project encompasses approximately 250 acres 

located primarily on private lands. Portions of the transmission line will be located within existing 

county-owned roadway easements.  

Proposed Project facilities include: 

¶ an 8-foot high, 63-foot long diversion dam 

¶ a 17-foot by 25-foot intake structure with fish screen and juvenile fish return pipe on the 

south streambank 

¶ a buried 7,565-foot long, 48-inch diameter low-pressure pipeline 

¶ a buried 5,230-foot long 36-inch diameter high-pressure penstock 

¶ a 60-by-90-foot powerhouse containing control equipment and a tailwater chamber with 

a single turbine coupled to a generator 

¶ a fenced 40-by-42-foot substation 

¶ a 12-mile long transmission line with supporting poles and towers 

¶ a fenced 25-by-25-foot switchyard 

¶ two new powerlines/station lines (0.5-miles and 0.1 miles in length) with supporting 

poles, and  

¶ four multi-purpose areas (ranging from 10,000 square feet to one acre).  

The Proposed Project also includes construction of two new gravel base roads branching off 

existing access roads. Construction would occur over a six-month period between late spring 

and early fall. In addition, the Proposed Project includes improvements to Sierra Pacific 

Industries logging roads 100A and 120A7. 

The Proposed Project would operate when river flows are between 18 and 418 cubic feet per 

second (cfs). During operation, the Proposed Project would divert flows in excess of 13 cfs (up 

to a maximum of 105 cfs) from the South Fork Battle Creek. Diverted water would travel through 

the intake structure, pipeline and penstock and exit the turbine into the tailwater chamber before 

being returned to the streambed. During operation, the Proposed Project would reduce 

streamflow in a portion of the South Fork Battle Creek approximately 2.4 miles long, referred to 

as the bypass reach. Rugraw has agreed to implement the following Environmental 

Management and Monitoring Plans developed through consultation with interested parties (refer 

to Section 2.3.5, Other Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans for detailed 

descriptions): 

¶ Anadromous Fish Monitoring Program 

¶ Noxious Weed Management and Revegetation Plan 

¶ Historic Properties Management Plan and Programmatic Agreement 

¶ Project Operation Compliance Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
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¶ Water Temperature Monitoring Plan 

¶ Special-Status Amphibian Protection Plan 

¶ Turbidity and pH Monitoring Plan  

¶ Avian Protection Plan 

¶ Aquatic and Invasive Species Monitoring Plan 

¶ Bald Eagle and Raptor Management Plan 

¶ Debris and Sediment Management Plan 

¶ Erosion Control and Sedimentation 

For a complete description of the Proposed Project, please see Chapter 2, Proposed Project 

Description. 

Public Involvement and Agency Consultation 

The public involvement and scoping processes completed to date are documented in Appendix 

A, Scoping and Public Involvement. 

On November 5, 2014, the State Water Board and FERC held joint scoping meetings in both 

Sacramento and Red Bluff to solicit public, tribal, and agency input and comments on the 

Proposed Project and identify key issues that should be addressed in the environmental 

documents. Four comment letters were received from the Central Valley Water Quality Control 

Board, NMFS, Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), and Tehama County (Appendix A-1). 

PG&E expressed concern that the Proposed Project could affect the operations of their Battle 

Creek Hydroelectric Project (FERC Number 1121), which is located downstream of the 

Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would operate in run-of-river mode and would not 

affect the natural hydrology downstream of the proposed powerhouse tailrace or operation of 

PG&Eôs Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project. Therefore, this issue is not listed below (Areas of 

Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved) or further addressed in the EIR. 

In addition to the joint scoping meetings, the State Water Board issued a Notice of Preparation 

for the Proposed Project on February 10, 2015 and received comment letters from two residents 

of Manton, CA and from CDFW (Appendix A-2).  

With exception of PG&Eôs concern regarding their Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project, the issues 

identified during the public involvement and scoping processes were considered during the 

development of this EIR. Areas of known controversy and key issues addressed in this EIR are 

listed below. 

Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved  

Key issues raised during the public involvement and scoping processes include: 

¶ Potential biological resource impacts associated with the Proposed Project to state and 

federally listed species including resident fish and anadromous salmonids (fish 

passage), migratory birds, raptors, amphibians, and special-status plants 

¶ Potential exacerbation of existing wildland fire risk due to the Proposed Project 
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¶ Potential water quality and temperature impacts in South Fork Battle Creek due to the 

Proposed Project 

¶ Location of the transmission line route2  

¶ Potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the Battle Creek Steelhead and Salmon 

Restoration Project 

¶ Potential conflicts between the Proposed Project and policies of Tehama Countyôs 

General Plan related to recreation, riparian zones, fish populations, and aesthetics. 

Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Chapter 3 of this EIR discusses: (1) CEQA Guidelines related to the development and screening 

of alternatives; (2) potential alternatives considered but eliminated from further evaluation; and 

(3) alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the environmental analysis, which include modified 

measures/conditions proposed by state and/or federal agencies during the FERC licensing 

process.  

Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, provides a detailed discussion of the environmental impacts 

of the Proposed Project and project alternatives, as well as alternatives. The analysis of 

alternatives focuses only on the resource areas potentially affected by the alternative modified 

measures/conditions, which relate to potentially significant aquatic resources impacts. Refer to 

Section 4.6, Biological Resources ï Aquatics and Fisheries.  

Chapter 5, Alternatives Summary, provides a summary of the alternatives analysis and identifies 

the Environmentally Superior Alternative as the No Project Alternative. In accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (e)(2), Chapter 5 identifies the Environmentally 

Superior Alternative among the other alternatives as Alternative 2. 

The alternatives evaluated in this EIR include: 

¶ Proposed Project: Rugraw proposes to operate the Proposed Project in a run-of-river 

mode. The Proposed Project would release a minimum flow of 13 cfs to the bypass 

reach. As the powerhouse requires a minimum of 5 cfs to operate, when river inflows are 

less than 18 cfs (13 cfs for the minimum flow plus 5 cfs required for turbine operation) 

the Proposed Project would not operate. When inflow is less than 18 cfs, the pneumatic 

gates would lower and inflow would remain in the channel. When inflow is greater than 

18 cfs, flows greater than 13 cfs would be diverted for generation, up to the turbineôs 

maximum hydraulic capacity of 105 cfs. Streamflows greater than the combined 

hydraulic capacity of the turbine and the proposed minimum flow of 13 cfs would 

proceed unimpeded through the bottom sluice gates in the diversion dam and, when the 

capacity of those gates are exceeded, the pneumatic gates would be lowered allowing 

additional flow to enter the bypass reach. Diverted water would travel through the intake 

structure, pipeline and penstock and exit the turbine into the tailwater chamber before 

being returned to the streambed. The bottom sluice gates, pneumatic gates, and turbine 

 
2  A potential conflict was noted between the alignment of the originally proposed transmission 

line route and existing land uses. Rugraw subsequently revised the alignment of the 
transmission line to address this comment. The revised alignment is part of the Proposed 
Project.  
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nozzles would be operated dynamically and automatically to maintain the MIF, ramping 

rates, and the diversion pool elevation. 

¶ No Project Alternative: Under CEQA, the No Project Alternative is what would 

reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future, based on current plans and 

consistent with available infrastructure and community services, if the Proposed Project 

was not approved and implemented.  

¶ Alternative 1 ï Minimum Instream Flow: Alternative 1 requires a minimum instream 

flow (MIF) of 25 to 35 cfs year-round compared to the Proposed Projectôs MIF of 13 cfs 

year-round. 

In its Final EIS, FERC (2018b) analyzed a range of minimum flows (i.e., 13 to 35 cfs) 

using habitat data from Cramer and Ceder (2013) and the USFWS (2016) PHABSIM. 

Based on this analysis, FERC Staff recommended a MIF of 13 cfs. The recommendation 

was based on various considerations, but in particular, that natural (unimpaired) flow in 

the bypass reach is often much lower than 13 cfs and is likely the limiting factor for the 

current resident rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) fishery. Similarly, CDFW (2016) 

concurred with Rugrawôs 13 cfs MIF proposal for the current situation where 

anadromous fish are not present in the bypass reach due to downstream barriers. 

However, an expanded analysis of MIFs is warranted. Thus, the analysis for Alternative 

1 incorporates: (1) the latest available Proposed Project hydrology data; (2) the latest 

available flow versus habitat data from Cramer et al. (2015); and (3) a re-analysis of the 

USFWS/NMFS PHABSIM data. Further, the habitat versus flow relationships should be 

incorporated into a habitat time series analysis over the available hydrological period of 

record to determine the appropriate MIF condition. This alternative analysis explicitly 

addresses MIFs under two conditions: the condition where only resident species (e.g., 

O. mykiss) occur in the bypass reach and if, in the future, the condition where 

downstream barriers are removed and ESA-listed salmonids successfully migrate into 

the bypass reach. 

¶ Alternative 2 ï Ramping Rates: The previously analyzed and recommended ramping 

rates (i.e., 0.1 ft per hour from FERC and CDFW and 1.0 inch per hour from NMFS) 

(FERC, 2018b; CDFW, 2016; NMFS, 2016) do not distinguish between down ramping 

and up ramping rates, do not distinguish between Proposed Project-induced and natural 

ramping rates, and do not analyze ramping in relation to protection of foothill yellow-

legged frog egg masses/young tadpoles or fish redds. Therefore, Alternative 2 analyzes 

the following: (1) a 1.0 inch per hour up ramping rate year-round; (2) a 1.0 inch per hour 

down ramping rate from August 1 through April 30 to evaluate potential Project-induced 

fish stranding for fry, and (3) a 4.0 inches over 20 days down ramping rate from May 1 

through July 31 to evaluate potential foothill yellow-legged frog egg mass/tadpole 

dewatering. 

¶ Alternative 3 ï Temperature Project Shutdown Thresholds: FERCôs Final EIS 

analyzed the various alternatives proposed by the resource agencies and presented the 

Staff Alternative that is currently included in the Proposed Project. However, the analysis 

only covered the bypass reach and did not specifically address the tailrace reach 

downstream of the powerhouse to Panther Grade. In addition, the analysis did not 

specifically address a potential future condition where ESA-listed salmonids access the 
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bypass reach. The analysis did not include a biological rationale regarding the use of an 

average daily temperature criteria versus a 7-Day Average Daily Maximum (7DADM) 

criteria as is used in EPA (2003) to protect salmonid life stages.  

Alternative 3 further evaluates the appropriate Proposed Project temperature shutdown 

criteria to protect aquatic species and lifestages during various seasons, and 

incorporates into those criteria a mechanism that allows empirical data to be used to 

determine if the Proposed Project is cooling water temperature in the reaches (beneficial 

effect; no Proposed Project shutdown) and/or warming water temperature in the reaches 

(negative effect; Proposed Project shutdown). Alternative 3 explicitly evaluates Proposed 

Project-induced temperature effects in both the bypass reach and in the tailrace reach 

downstream of the powerhouse in the context of: (1) the existing conditions where only 

resident salmonid species (e.g., O. mykiss) are present in the bypass reach, and (2) the 

potential future condition where ESA-listed salmonids access the bypass reach.  

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

A detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project, 

including supporting data and mitigation measures if necessary, can be found in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Analysis, of this EIR.  

Table ES-1 summarizes the potential impacts examined in this EIR. For each potential impact, it 

lists the significance of the potential impact for the Proposed Project. The table also summarizes 

mitigation measures that could reduce the severity of potentially significant impacts. All 

mitigation measures, including recommended measures, will be included in the Mitigation, 

Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP).  

Table 5-1 provides a summary of the impacts of the alternatives (No Project and Alternatives 1, 

2, and 3) compared to the Proposed Project (see Section 5.1). This EIR identifies potentially 

significant impacts for the following resources:  

¶ Aesthetics 

¶ Air Quality 

¶ Aquatic Biological Resources 

¶ Terrestrial Biological Resources 

¶ Energy 

¶ Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

¶ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

¶ Hydrology and Water Quality 

¶ Noise 

¶ Wildfire 

These potential effects are discussed in each resource area in Chapter 4. As part of the 

environmental impact assessment for each resource area, mitigation measures have been 

identified that reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, with the exception of 

aesthetics, aquatic biological resources, terrestrial biological resources, and hydrology and 
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water quality, which remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation measures as 

discussed below. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

The EIR identifies impacts to aesthetics as significant and unavoidable. The Proposed Project 

includes construction of 12 miles of transmission line, two miles of which would be located on 

Hazen Road and South Powerhouse Road. Rugraw designed the transmission line route to 

minimize visibility of the transmission line near residences. Existing trees and vegetation would 

also obscure views of the transmission line. However, since the transmission line would be a 

permanent structure, and would still be highly visible to residences on Hazen Road and South 

Powerhouse Road, the transmission line would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to 

aesthetics. 

In addition, the EIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts to aquatic biological resources 

(Section 4.6.6), terrestrial biological resources (Section 4.7.4), and hydrology and water quality 

(Section 4.13.6).  In these areas, the EIR also identifies recommended measures that, if 

implemented, would reduce impacts to less than significant.  However, as Rugraw has not 

affirmatively indicated it would implement the recommended measures, impacts are identified as 

significant and unavoidable.   

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 with other past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the geographic area of the Proposed 

Project were also evaluated. The temporal scope is 30 to 50 years into the future, which reflects 

the potential term of an initial FERC license. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to 

result from the Proposed Project or the alternatives. Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, provides a 

detailed discussion of the cumulative effects of the Proposed Project.  

Growth Inducing Impacts 

Implementation of the Proposed Project or any of the alternatives would not induce growth in 

the geographic area. Section 7.3 of this EIR discusses growth-inducing impacts. 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

4.3 Aesthetics    

IMPACT 4.3-1: Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.3-2: Would the project substantially 
damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.3-3: Would the Proposed Project 
substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the site 
and its surroundings? 

S None Available SU 

IMPACT 4.3-4: Would the project create a 
new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.4 Agricultural and Forest Resources    

IMPACT 4.4-1: Would the project convert 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.4-2: Would the project conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

LTS None Required LTS 
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Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

IMPACT 4.4-3: Would the project conflict with 
existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.4-4: Would the project result in the 
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.4-5: Would the project involve 
other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

NI None Required NI 

4.5 Air Quality    

IMPACT 4.5-1: Would the project conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the Northern 
Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2018 
Triennial Air Quality Attainment Plan? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.5-2: Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? S 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Compliance with TCAPCDs 
GAAQI. As prescribed in TCAPCDs GAAQI, Sections 6.2 and 
6.3, the following measures shall be implemented during 
Proposed Project construction to reduce criteria pollutant 
emissions. 

¶ Fugitive PM10 Measures 

Land Clearing/Earth Moving: 

- Water shall be applied by means of truck(s), 
hoses and/or sprinklers as needed prior to any 

LTS 
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Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

land clearing or earth movement to minimize dust 
emission. 

- Haul vehicles transporting soil into or out of the 
property shall be covered. 

- Water shall be applied to disturbed areas a 
minimum of 2 times per day or more as 
necessary. 

- On-site vehicles shall be limited to a speed that 
minimizes dust emissions on unpaved roads. 

- A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the 
telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall 
ensure corrective action is taken within 24 hours. 
The telephone number of the District shall also be 
visible to ensure compliance with District Rule 4:1 
and 4:24 (Nuisance and Fugitive Dust Emissions). 

Visibly Dry Disturbed Soil Surface Areas: 

- All visibly dry disturbed soil surface areas of 
operation shall be treated with a dust palliative 
agent and/or watered to minimize dust emission. 

Paved Road Track-Out: 

- Existing roads and streets adjacent to the project 
will be cleaned at least once per day unless 
conditions warrant a greater frequency. 

Visibly Dry Disturbed Unpaved Roads: 

- All visibly dry disturbed unpaved roads surface 
areas of operation shall be watered to minimize 
dust emission. 

- Unpaved roads may be graveled to reduce dust 
emissions. 

- Water shall be applied to disturbed areas a 
minimum of 2 times per day or more as 
necessary. 
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Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

- On-site vehicles shall be limited to a speed that 
minimizes dust emissions on unpaved roads. 

- Haul roads shall be sprayed down at the end of 
the work shift to form a thin crust. This application 
of water shall be in addition to the minimum rate of 
application. 

Vehicles Entering/Exiting Construction Area: 

- Vehicles entering or exiting construction area shall 
travel at a speed that minimizes dust emissions. 

Employee Vehicles: 

- Construction workers shall park in designated 
parking areas(s) to help reduce dust emissions. 

Soil Piles: 

- Soil pile surfaces shall be moistened if dust is 
being emitted from the pile(s). Adequately secured 
tarps, plastic or other material may be required to 
further reduce dust emissions. 

¶ Measures for Construction Equipment 

- Maintain all construction equipment in proper tune 
according to manufacturerôs specifications. 

- Maximize, to the extent feasible, the use of diesel 
construction equipment meeting current CARB 
certification standards for off-road heavy-duty 
diesel engines. 

- Registration in CARBôs DOORS program 

(www.arb.ca.gov) and meeting all applicable 

standards for replacement and/or retrofit. 

- All portable equipment, including generators and 
air compressors rated over 50 brake horse power, 

registered in the PERP (www.arb.ca.gov), or 
permitted through the District as a stationary 
source. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/portable/portable.htm
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Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

- Electrify equipment where feasible. 

- Substitute gasoline-powered for diesel-powered 
equipment, where feasible. 

- Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on 
site where feasible, such as compressed natural 
gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, 
or biodiesel. 

- Use equipment that has Caterpillar pre-chamber 
diesel engines. 

IMPACT 4.5-3: Would the project expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

S Mitigation Measure AIR-1 LTS 

IMPACT 4.5-4: Would the project result in 
other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.6 Biological Resources ï Aquatic     

IMPACT 4.6-1: Would the Proposed Project 
have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the CDFW or USFWS? 

S 

Recommended Measure AQU-1: Water Quality Monitoring 
and Compliance. The following mitigation measures would be 
included in the Proposed Project Turbidity and pH Monitoring 
Plan: 

¶ Monitoring of turbidity, suspended sediment, settleable 
material, pH, and dissolved oxygen during construction; 

¶ Compliance with the Central Valley Basin Plan 
(CVRWQCB, 2018) water quality criteria for turbidity, 
suspended sediment, settleable material, pH and 
dissolved oxygen during construction; 

¶ Stop-work conditions and remedial approaches for water 
quality non-compliance; and 

¶ Reporting of construction water quality monitoring results 
to CDFW and State Water Board 

SU 
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Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Recommended Measure AQU-2: Stage Recording. 
Proposed Project compliance stage monitoring/recording by 
Rugraw downstream of the diversion dam from May 1 to July 
31, must either be located in a cross-section that represents 
the depositional areas where foothill yellow-legged frog 
deposit egg masses or in a narrower cross-section (more 
sensitive to flow changes) that would be protective (potentially 
overprotective) of stage changes in foothill yellow-legged frog 
breeding habitat. The stage monitoring location must be 
approved by Agencies responsible for foothill yellow-legged 
frog management (CDFW, USFWS) 

Recommended Measure AQU-3: Anadromous Fish 
Monitoring Plan ï Instream Flow Study. The Anadromous 
Fish Monitoring Plan would include an additional instream 
flow study in the event fish are observed in the bypass reach 
that (1) covers the full range of hydrology, (2) addresses 
habitat related to fish density/carrying capacity, (3) uses 
accurate fry / juvenile rearing and adult spawning habitat 
suitability criteria. After the study is completed, Rugraw would 
consult with the agencies (CDFW, NMFS, State Water Board) 
to determine whether revisions to the minimum instream flow 
are necessary. 

Recommended Measure AQU-4: Debris and Sediment 
Management Plan Modifications. Modification of the DSMP is 
required to include explicit compliance with Basin Plan 
turbidity standards and monitoring / reporting of turbidity when 
the pneumatic gates are lowered below half elevation and 
flows are less than 418 cfs. 

Recommended Measure AQU-5: Anadromous Fish 
Monitoring Plan ï Fish Passage Study. The Anadromous Fish 
Monitoring Plan would include a fish passage study in the 
event fish are observed in the bypass reach to identify the 
flow range that provides adult upstream passage over the 
potential barriers in the bypass reach (Cramer et al. 2015; 
Impact 4.6-2 Fish Passage Barriers) and an analysis of the 
pulse flow amount, timing, and duration needed to assist 
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juvenile fish out-migration. After the study is completed, 
Rugraw would consult with the agencies (CDFW, USFWS, 
SWRCB, and NMFS) to determine whether the pulse flow 
should be modified to reduce impacts to anadromous fish 
passage. 

  

IMPACT 4.6-2: Would the Proposed Project 
interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

S Recommended Measure AQU-4 SU 

IMPACT 4.6-3: Would the project conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.6-4: Would the Proposed Project 
conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state Habitat 
Conservation Plans? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.7 Biological Resources ï Terrestrial     

IMPACT 4.7-1: Would the Proposed Project 
have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the CDFW or USFWS? 

S 

Recommended Measure BIO-1: Protection of Special-Status 
and Listed Plants during Construction or Routine Vegetation 
Management Activities. Rugraw would revise the Noxious 
Weed Management and Revegetation Plan to include the 
following: 

¶ Colemanôs rein orchid:  A qualified biologist would flag 
the known population of Colemanôs rein orchid. No ground 
disturbing activities would occur within 50 feet of the 
known population of Colemanôs rein orchid during 
construction of the Proposed Project transmission line.  

SU 
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¶ Other special-status plants: A qualified biologist would 
conduct targeted surveys for special-status and listed 
plants potentially occurring in the areas to be cleared of 
vegetation as part of routine vegetation management over 
the term of the license.  

¶ If special-status or listed plants are documented, Rugraw 
would develop and implement appropriate avoidance and 
protection measures considering the species affected and 
site-specific conditions. Such measures may include, but 
are not limited to, flagging and avoiding the individuals, or 
timing vegetation management activities to occur 
outside the blooming period of the plants (for annual 
species).  

¶ The results of the pre-clearance surveys, and proposed 
avoidance and protection measures, would be 
documented in a brief memo and provided to CDFW and 
USFWS at least seven days prior to implementation of 
vegetation management.  

Recommended Measure BIO-2: Minimize the Potential for 
Introduction and Spread of Noxious Weeds during Ongoing 
Operations and Maintenance. Rugraw would revise the 
Noxious Weed Management and Revegetation Plan to state 
that the following measures would be implemented for the 
license term: 

¶ Limiting ground-disturbing activities and vegetation 
clearing to the smallest footprint possible, while allowing 
for safe construction of the Project.  

¶ Preserving vegetation in place to the extent possible.  

¶ Thoroughly cleaning all construction equipment and 
clothing before entering the Project area to reasonably 
ensure that seeds and propagules of noxious weeds are 
not introduced.  

¶ Using certified weed-free straw, hay, and mulch for all 
construction, erosion control, and restoration needs.  
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¶ Restricting travel to established roads and avoid entering 
areas with existing populations of noxious weeds when 
possible. Conduct work in un-infested areas first whenever 
possible. Clean equipment that has been used in weed-
infested areas before moving to other areas. 

Recommended Measure BIO-3: Protection of Active Bird 
Nests. Rugraw would include the following measure in its 
Avian Protection Plan: 

¶ Vegetation removal (i.e., tree or shrub removal, tree limb 
removal, and brush mastication) would be conducted 
between September 1 and February 14 to avoid the 
general nesting bird season.  

¶ If this is not possible, a qualified biologist would conduct a 
pre-activity survey for active bird nests within the area 
proposed for vegetation removal, non-routine 
maintenance, or construction activity, plus a 300-foot 
(raptors) and 50-foot (non-raptors) survey area, within 2 
weeks of commencement of the activities. 

¶ If active bird nests are found within the survey area, a 
qualified biologist would determine an appropriate no-work 
buffer, based on site-specific conditions, 
including observations of the nesting birdsô behavior and 
sensitivity to human activity; proximity to existing human 
activity or development (e.g., roads, structures); current 
site conditions (e.g., screening vegetation, terrain); and 
site-specific, work-related activities. 

¶ Excepting emergencies, no activities would be allowed 
within the buffer until the biologist has determined that the 
young have fledged and are no longer occupying the nest, 
or the nesting attempt has failed. 

IMPACT 4.7-2: Would the Proposed Project 
have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, 

S 
Recommended Measure BIO-4: Protection of Sensitive 
Habitats. Rugraw will include the following measure in its 
Construction Plan (General Construction Measure 1): 

SU 
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policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

¶ Rugraw would obtain all required permits, as 
appropriate, for work within Waters of the U.S. and 
State of California, including a Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers; and a Lake/Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFW.  

¶ All conditions of the permits, including mitigation 
requirements for losses of sensitive habitats 
including wetlands, riparian habitats, and, if 
applicable, oak woodland habitats, would be required 
to be implemented as part of the Proposed Project. 

IMPACT 4.7-3: Would the Proposed Project 
interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.7-4 Would the Proposed Project 
conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

S Recommended Measure BIO-4 SU 

IMPACT 4.7-5: Would the Proposed Project 
conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state Habitat 
Conservation Plans? 

NI None Required NI 

4.8 Cultural Resources    

IMPACT 4.8-1: Would the action cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in Section 
15064.5? 

LTS None Required LTS 
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IMPACT 4.8-2: Would the action cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.8-3: Would the action disturb any 
human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.8 Energy    

IMPACT 4.9-1: Would the project result in 
potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during 
project construction or operation? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.9-2: Would the project conflict with 
or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? 

S Mitigation Measure AIR-1 LTS 

4.10 Geology and Soils    

IMPACT 4.10-1: Expose people or structures 
to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving:  

-- -- -- 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? 

NI None Required NI 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? LTS None Required LTS 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

LTS None Required LTS 



Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 12496) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

xxxvi   Executive Summary  September 2020 

Environmental Resource 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

iv. Landslides? NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.10-2: Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.10-3: Be located on a geologic unit 
or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.10-4: Be located on expansive soil, 
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.10-5: Have soils incapable of 
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.10-6: Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.11 Greenhouse Gas Emissions    

IMPACT 4.11-1: Would the project generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that would conflict with the 
implementation of AB32? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.11-2: Would the project conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

S 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Compliance with CARB 
Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride Emissions from 
Gas Insulated Switchgear. If it is determined that Gas 
Insulated Switchgear is required for the Proposed Project, 
and is not exempt from the SF6 Regulation (Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations, sections 95350 et seq.), 

LTS 
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Rugraw shall comply with the requirements of this regulation. 
This includes reporting annually to CARB that use of the 
equipment does not exceed the maximum allowable rate of 1 
percent. 

4.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials    

IMPACT 4.12-1: Would the project create 
substantial exposure to hazardous materials, 
where substantial is defined as quantities of 
hazardous, or acutely hazardous, materials 
that would be harmful to the public or the 
environment? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.12-2: Would the project emit 
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.12-3: Would the project be located 
on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as 
a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

NI None Required NI 

IMPACT 4.12-4: For a project located within 
an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard or excessive 
noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.12-5: Would the project impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

S Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 LTS 
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IMPACT 4.12-6: Would the project expose 
people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

S Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 LTS 

4.13 Hydrology and Water Quality    

IMPACT 4.13-1: Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality? 

S 

Recommended Measure WQ-1 (same as AQ-1): Water 
Quality Monitoring and Compliance 

Recommended Measure WQ-2: Water Quality and 
Hazardous Material Training. Annually, including prior to 
Proposed Project implementation, all contractor and 
subcontractor personnel would receive training regarding the 
appropriate work practices necessary to effectively comply 
with the applicable environmental laws and regulations, 
including, water quality compliance and hazardous materials 
spill prevention and response measures. 

Recommended Measure WQ-3: Hazardous Material 
Business Plan. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan would 
be prepared and implemented. The plan would: 

Å Identify all hazardous materials, including Portland 
cement concrete. 

Å Identify spill response materials. 

Å Specify procedures for notification and reporting, 
including internal management and local agencies (e.g., fire 
department, Department of Environmental Health), as 
needed. 

Å Specify measures to manage and remediate waste, 
as needed.   

Recommended Measure WQ-4: Spill Prevention and 
Countermeasure Plan. A Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan would be prepared and implemented. 
The plan would: 

Å Prevent fuel from being stored in or near a floodplain. 

SU 
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Å Identify fuel storage areas that will prevent spill from 
being routed off site into waterways. 

Å Identify measures to limit and control fuel spills, 
including use of bermed storage areas, equipment 
inspections, fueling and refueling procedures. 

Å Describe the use and placement of spill kits. 

Å Specify reporting requirements in the event of a spill. 

Recommended Measure WQ-5: Material Disposal Measure. 
Hazardous materials or other materials that can affect water 
quality would not be disposed of or released onto the ground, 
the underlying groundwater, or any surface water. Totally 
enclosed containment would be provided for all trash. All 
construction and maintenance waste, including trash and 
litter, garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products, and 
other potentially hazardous materials (including equipment 
lubricants, solvents, and cleaners), would be removed to an 
appropriate waste facility permitted or otherwise authorized to 
treat, store, or dispose of such materials. 

 Recommended Measure WQ-6: Hazardous Material Spill 
Kits. Hazardous materials spill kits would be maintained 
onsite and in vehicles for small spills. These kits would 
include oil-absorbent material and tarps to contain and control 
any minor releases. During Proposed Project activities, 
emergency spill supplies and equipment would be kept 
adjacent to all areas of work and in staging areas and would 
be clearly marked. Detailed information for responding to 
accidental spills and for handling any resulting hazardous 
materials would be provided in the Spill Prevention Control 
and Countermeasure Plan.  

Recommended Measure WQ-7: SWPPP BMPs. The 
SWPPP would specify the location, type, and maintenance 
requirements for best management practices (BMPs) 
necessary to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying 
construction-related pollutants that currently are not identified 
in Rugrawôs SWPPP or Erosion Control and Sedimentation 
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Plan. BMPs would be implemented to address potential 
release of fuels, oil, and/or lubricants from operational 
vehicles and equipment (e.g., drip pans, secondary 
containment, washing stations), as well as release of fine 
sediment from material stockpiles (e.g., sediment barriers, soil 
binders). The SWPPP would be developed and implemented 
by a Construction General Permit Qualified SWPPP 
Practitioner/ Qualified SWPPP Developer and submitted to 
the RWQCB as part of obtaining regulatory approval for the 
proposed activities (i.e., the Industrial General Permit). 

Recommended Measure WQ-8: Operational Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control. The Erosion Control and 
Sedimentation Plan would include annual reporting and BMPs 
to address control of erosion and sedimentation related to 
Proposed Project access roads, work areas, and facilities. 
The plan, including appropriate BMPs, would be developed in 
collaboration with the State Water Board and CDFW. 
Annually Rugraw would report any Proposed Project related 
erosion or sedimentation issues and remedial actions to 
address the erosion or sedimentation to the State Water 
Board and CDFW.  

 Recommended Measure WQ-9: Pesticide and Herbicide 
Use. A measure would be developed in collaboration with the 
State Water Board and CDFW to identify and implement 
pesticide and herbicide BMPs to protect surface water in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project during operations and 
maintenance activities. At a minimum the BMPs would include 
allowable pesticide/herbicides, buffer areas near surface 
water, and application methods. 

IMPACT 4.13-2: Substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

LTS None Required LTS 
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IMPACT 4.13-3: Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

-- -- -- 

i. Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion 
or siltation? 

S Recommended Measure WQ-8  SU 

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on or offsite? 

LTS None Required LTS 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

S Recommended Measures WQ-1 through WQ-8 SU 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? LTS None Required -- 

IMPACT 4.13-4: In flood hazard, tsunami, or 
seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

S Recommended Measures WQ-2 through WQ-7 SU 

IMPACT 4.13-5: Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan 
or sustainable groundwater management 
plan? 

S Recommended Measures WQ-1 through WQ-9 SU 

4.14 Land Use and Planning    

IMPACT 4.14-1: Would the project physically 
divide an established community? 

LTS None required -- 

IMPACT 4.14-2: Would the project conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect in a manner 

LTS None required -- 
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that would prevent the avoidance or mitigation 
result sought to be achieved by the plan, 
policy, or regulation? 

4.15 Noise    

IMPACT 4.15-1: Generation of a substantial 
temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or in other 
applicable local, state, or federal standards? 

S 

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures 
shall be applied to areas where construction takes place 
within 500 feet of nearby residences to minimize construction-
related noise. This includes near Rolling Hills Road, Hazen 
Road, and South Powerhouse Road. 

¶ NOISE-1: Implement General Noise Protection and 
Reduction Measures. All noise producing equipment shall 
be equipped with noise control devices such as mufflers, 
in accordance with manufacturersô specifications and shall 
be maintained in proper operating condition. Equipment 
not in use shall not be left idling for more than five 
minutes. 

¶ NOISE-2:   Limit Period of Construction. Proposed Project 
construction shall occur between the hours of 7 AM to 7 
PM, Monday through Friday, with the exception of holidays 
(or otherwise established by Tehama County) when 
construction activities occur within 500 feet of residences. 

¶ NOISE-3: Coordinate with Adjacent Residences. At least 
one week prior to commencement of construction activities 
near residences, Rugrawôs contractor shall provide written 
notification to adjacent residences identifying the type, 
duration, and frequency of construction operations. 
Notification materials shall also identify a mechanism for 
residents to register noise-related complaints with Tehama 
County, which generally considers noise-related concerns 
on a case-by-case basis. 

LTS 

IMPACT 4.15-2: Generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

LTS None Required LTS 
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IMPACT 4.15-3: For a project located within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

NI None Required NI 

4.16 Recreation    

IMPACT 4.16-1: Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.16-2: Include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.17 Transportation and Traffic    

IMPACT 4.17-1: Conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 
and pedestrian facilities? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.17-2: Conflict or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.17-3: Substantially increase 
hazards due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

LTS None Required LTS 

IMPACT 4.17-4: Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 

LTS None Required LTS 
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4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources    

IMPACT 4.18-1: Would the Proposed Project 
cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that is:  

-- -- -- 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k) 

LTS None Required LTS 

ii. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

LTS None Required LTS 

4.19 Wildfire    

IMPACT 4.19-1: Substantially impair an 
adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? S 

Mitigation Measure FIRE-1: Wildfire Mitigation Plan 

1a. To minimize the risk of wildfire, prior to Proposed Project 
construction, Rugraw shall submit a Wildfire Mitigation 
Plan (WMP) in compliance with SB 901 legislation and 
with direction from the CPUC (Rulemaking 18-10-007 

LTS 
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updated December16, 2019, as clarified December 23, 
2019). 

1b. The WMP shall be reviewed and approved by the CPUC 
and CAL FIRE. 

1c. The WMP shall include the following, unless directed 
otherwise by the CPUC and CAL FIRE: 

¶ Persons responsible for executing the plan; 

¶ Metrics and underlying data; 

¶ Baseline ignition probability and wildfire risk exposure; 

¶ Inputs to the plan, including current and directional 
vision for wildfire risk exposure; and 

¶ Wildfire mitigation activity for each year of the 3-year 
WMP term, including expected outcomes of the 3-year 
plan. 

The objectives of the WMP shall, at a minimum, be 
consistent with the requirements of Public Utilities Code 
section 8386, subdivision (a). This includes a description 
of utility WMP objectives, categorized by each of the 
following timeframes: 

¶ Before the upcoming wildfire season, as defined by 
CAL FIRE; 

¶ Before the next annual update; 

¶ Within the next 3 years; and 

¶ Within the next 10 years. 

The WMP shall also specifically address the use of South 
Fork Battle Creek as a source of water for suppression 
activities. 

IMPACT 4.19-2: Due to slope, prevailing 
winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks, and thereby expose project occupants 
to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

S Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 LTS 
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IMPACT 4.19-3: Require the installation of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment? 

S Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 LTS 

IMPACT 4.19-4: Expose people or structures 
to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

S Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 LTS 

Notes: LTS = Less than Significant 
NI = No Impact 
S = Significant Impact 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact 

  



Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 12496) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

September 2020   Executive Summary   xlvii 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 





Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 12496) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

September 2020   Introduction   1-1 

Chapter 1 Introduction 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) prepared this Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) in response to Rugraw, LLCôs (Rugraw) application for a water quality 

certification for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric 

Project (Proposed Project) under an original Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 

license. This chapter provides background information on the Proposed Project and water 

quality certification (certification) process, as well as the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) process. 

1.1 Background 

On November 14, 2019, Rugraw resubmitted an application for a Clean Water Act (CWA) 

section 401 water quality certification (certification) to the State Water Board in support of its 

application for an original FERC license for the proposed Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project, 

identified by FERC as Project Number 12496 (Rugraw, 2018). Rugraw proposes to construct, 

operate, and maintain a 5 -megawatt (MW) capacity hydroelectric project located on the upper 

South Fork Battle Creek on the western slopes of the Cascade Range, approximately 1.5 miles 

west of the town of Mineral in unincorporated Tehama County. The Proposed Project 

encompasses approximately 250 acres located primarily on private lands, with some areas 

located within existing county-owned roadway easements (Figure 1-1). 

Rugraw originally submitted an application for certification on May 20, 2014 (Rugraw, 2014). 

Following its initial 2014 filing, Rugraw continued to amend its application, conduct 

environmental resource studies, develop environmental management and monitoring plans, and 

revise its project description. The most recent certification application was submitted on 

November 14, 2019. 

1.2 Water Quality Certification 

Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act requires applicants for federal licenses that may 

result in a discharge into navigable waters to provide the licensing agency a certification from 

the applicable state agency that the project will comply with state water quality laws. (33 U.S.C. 

section 1341(a)(1), (d)). As part of the FERC licensing process, the State Water Board may 

issue or deny a water quality certification for the Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project. If the 

State Water Board issues a certification, the conditions of the certification become mandatory 

conditions in the FERC license for the Proposed Project.  

When the State Water Board considers issuing a water quality certification for a project, it 

evaluates whether the project will comply with applicable water quality standards and other 

appropriate requirements of state law and determines conditions necessary to protect water 

quality in California.  

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards prepare basin plans that designate the beneficial 

uses of waters to be protected and establish the water quality objectives necessary to protect 

those uses, as required under section 303 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. section 1313) and 

sections 13240 and 13241 of the California Water Code. When establishing water quality 
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objectives, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards consider the past, present, and future 

beneficial uses of the water bodies; their environmental characteristics; economics; and water 

quality conditions that could be reasonably achieved through coordinated control of the factors 

affecting water quality. When the State Water Board considers issuing a water quality 

certification for a project, it evaluates whether the project will comply with the applicable basin 

plan and whether the beneficial uses of the applicable water bodies will be protected. 

Therefore, issuance of a certification requires an analysis of the Proposed Projectôs effect on 

water quality, including whether the designated beneficial uses of the South Fork Battle Creek 

identified in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins 

(Basin Plan) (CVRWQCB, 2018) will be adequately protected. The determination of the 

Proposed Projectôs ability to adequately protect these beneficial uses requires an understanding 

of South Fork Battle Creek water quality, including the existing conditions and the potential to 

support the full range of beneficial uses. The State Water Board will use CEQA documentsð 

including any comments received from the public, tribes, or agencies during the certification 

process to inform and aid its review of the Proposed Projectôs effects. 

1.3 Purpose of this Environmental Impact Report 

CEQA requires a public agency with discretionary authority to issue a certification, permit, or 

other approval to evaluate the environmental impacts of its action. (CEQA Guidelines, section 

15002). Issuance of a certification is a discretionary action (Pub. Resources Code section 

21080; CEQA Guidelines, sections 15002, subd. (i), 15357). The State Water Board has the 

principal responsibility for approving the Proposed Project and is therefore the lead agency 

under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, section 21067; Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, section 15367). 

An EIR is a public document designed to inform the public and governmental agencies of a 

projectôs potential environmental effects and foster public participation and informed decision-

making. The State Water Board has prepared this EIR to comply with CEQA.  

This EIR is a project EIR that focuses on the changes in the environment that would result from 

the issuance of a certification and FERC licensing of the Proposed Project. Under CEQA, a 

project is analyzed for its environmental effects relative to baseline or existing conditions. 

(CEQA Guidelines, section 15125, subd. (a)). The existing conditions for this EIR are the 

physical environmental conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation of this EIR was 

published, which was February 10, 2015. 

Consistent with section 21002.1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC), the purpose of this EIR is 

to identify any significant adverse environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, identify 

alternatives to the Proposed Project, and indicate ways in which significant effects can be 

mitigated or avoided. The State Water Board also seeks to facilitate public involvement and 

foster coordination among governmental agencies.  

1.4 FERCôs NEPA Process and Environmental Impact Statement 

1.4.1 Background 

Before FERC can undertake a major federal action, including the issuance of a new Federal 

Power Act license to Rugraw for construction, operation, and maintenance of the Lassen Lodge 

Hydroelectric Project, it must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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Rugraw submitted its Final License Application (FLA) to FERC on April 17, 2014. However, 

based on comments and recommendations received from agencies, Rugraw prepared a 

Revised FLA, which it submitted to FERC on November 20, 2015. Serving as the lead agency 

under NEPA, FERC prepared a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that analyzed the 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and circulated it for public comment on 

December 4, 2017. In July 2018, FERC issued its Final EIS, which also analyzed the 

comments, conditions, and recommendations that FERC received during the NEPA process. On 

September 5, 2018, Rugraw submitted a second revised FLA that included new measures for 

protection of anadromous fish developed in consultation with NMFS. On February 4, 2019, 

FERC responded to Rugraw with its analysis of these measures and adopted them as part of its 

Final EIS Staff Alternative (NMFS, 2019). 
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Figure 1-1. Proposed Project Location Map 
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1.4.2 Relationship to CEQA 

CEQA Guidelines section 15221 states that for projects requiring compliance with both CEQA 

and NEPA, state agencies should use the EIS, rather than prepare an EIR, if the EIS complies 

with CEQA. However, the State Water Board determined that FERCôs Final EIS was not 

sufficient to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. In addition, the State Water Board determined 

that additional analysis was necessary to fully understand the environmental impacts of the 

Proposed Project and ensure protection of water quality. Therefore, the State Water Board 

prepared this EIR. 

In preparing this EIR, the State Water Board considered FERCôs Final EIS as well as Rugrawôs 

final license application and all amendments thereto, recommendations made by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to section 10(j) of the Federal Power Act, 

and the sediment transport, fish habitat, and water temperature studies completed as part of the 

FERC licensing process. 

1.5 CEQA Process 

Under CEQA, the State Water Board is the lead agency responsible for preparing an 

environmental document in connection with the State Water Boardôs consideration of Rugrawôs 

application for a water quality certification for the Proposed Project. This section provides an 

overview of the CEQA process as it relates to this EIR. 

The public involvement and scoping processes completed to date are documented in Appendix 

A (Scoping and Public Involvement). The State Water Board and FERC initiated a scoping 

period in November 2014 to solicit public, tribal, and agency input and comments on the 

Proposed Project and identify key issues that should be addressed in the environmental 

documents. Two scoping meetings were held on November 5, 2014, in Sacramento and Red 

Bluff. Four comment letters were received including from the Central Valley Water Quality 

Control Board, NMFS, Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), and Tehama County (Appendix 

A-1). PG&E expressed concern that the Proposed Project could affect the operations of their 

Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project (FERC Number 1121), which is located downstream of the 

Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would operate in run-of-river mode and would not 

affect the natural hydrology downstream of the proposed powerhouse tailrace or operation of 

PG&Eôs project. Therefore, this issue is not listed below (in Areas of Known Controversy and 

Issues to be Resolved) or further addressed in the EIR. 

In addition to the joint scoping meetings, the State Water Board issued a Notice of Preparation 

for the Proposed Project on February 10, 2015 and received comment letters from two residents 

of Manton, CA and from CDFW (Appendix A-2). 

With exception of PG&Eôs concern regarding their Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project, the issues 

identified during the public involvement and scoping processes were considered during the 

development of this EIR. Areas of known controversy and key issues addressed in this EIR are 

listed below. 
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1.5.1 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved  

Key issues raised during the public involvement and scoping processes include: 

¶ Potential biological resource impacts associated with the Proposed Project to state and 

federally listed species including resident fish and anadromous salmonids (fish 

passage), migratory birds, raptors, amphibians, and special-status plants 

¶ Potential exacerbation of existing wildland fire risk due to the Proposed Project 

¶ Potential water quality and temperature impacts in South Fork Battle Creek due to the 

Proposed Project 

¶ Location of the transmission line route3  

¶ Potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the Battle Creek Steelhead and Salmon 

Restoration Project 

¶ Potential conflicts between the Proposed Project and policies of Tehama Countyôs 

General Plan related to recreation, riparian zones, fish populations, and aesthetics. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15221, the scope of the environmental analysis in this 

EIR includes the following:  

¶ Evaluation of resource areas that require additional analysis under CEQA that are not 

required by NEPA (i.e., air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, energy consumption, 

noise (not related to wildlife), transportation, wildfire, and tribal cultural resources);  

¶ Evaluation of the changes to the Proposed Project that resulted from additional agency 

consultation following issuance of FERCôs Final EIS; and 

¶ Determination of the level of significance of impacts under CEQA. 

This Draft EIR is being circulated for agency and public review. The 45-day comment period 

concludes at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, November 9, 2020. The State Water Board will review all 

comments received on the Draft EIR and will prepare written responses to comments raising 

significant environmental issues, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The Final EIR 

will include responses to comments and any changes to the Draft EIR.  

1.6 Organization of the EIR 

This EIR is organized into the following chapters: 

¶ Executive Summary: Provides an overview of the Proposed Project and the 

alternatives evaluated in the EIR, a summary of the environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures, and a discussion of areas of controversy and issues to be 

addressed. The Executive Summary also sets forth Proposed Project objectives. 

¶ Chapter 1, Introduction: Provides an overview of the EIR and CEQA process and 

identifies agency responsibilities. 

 
3  A potential conflict was noted between the alignment of the originally proposed transmission 

line route and existing land uses. Rugraw subsequently revised the alignment of the 
transmission line to address this comment. This revised alignment is part of the Proposed 
Project.  
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¶ Chapter 2, Proposed Project Description: Provides the description of the Proposed 

Project as well as background information on the Proposed Project. 

¶ Chapter 3, Alternatives Descriptions: Provides a description of the process used by 

the State Water Board to identify and select alternatives to be considered and describes 

each alternative. 

¶ Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis: Contains descriptions of the environmental and 

regulatory setting for each resource topic and provides an assessment of the Proposed 

Projectôs environmental impacts. This chapter also discusses applicant-proposed 

measures, required resource management and monitoring plans, and, where applicable, 

identifies additional mitigation measures required to reduce significant impacts. In 

addition, for each alternative, environmental impacts are analyzed for each resource 

where the alternative differs from the Proposed Project. 

¶ Chapter 5, Alternatives Summary: Summarizes the alternatives analysis contained in 

Chapter 4, identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and assesses the 

consistency of each alternative with the Proposed Project objectives. 

¶ Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts: Provides a discussion of the cumulative effects of the 

Proposed Project combined with other projects in the vicinity. 

¶ Chapter 7, CEQA-Mandated Sections: Provides a discussion of other CEQA 

considerations related to the Proposed Project, including impacts found not to be 

significant, significant irreversible environmental changes, and growth-inducing impacts. 

¶ Chapter 8, List of EIR Preparers   

¶ Appendices   

1.7 Intended Uses and Agency Responsibilities 

This section describes the intended uses of the EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

section 15124, subdivision (d). 

The State Water Board intends to rely on this EIR for issuance of a water quality certification for 

the Proposed Project pursuant to CWA section 401. The State Water Board also anticipates 

relying on this EIR for any application to the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

for the discharge of dredged or fill materials under CWA section 404 covered by the analyses 

contained in this EIR related to the Proposed Project. Additionally, to the extent the Proposed 

Project requires any other water quality or water rights permits, such as for construction, the 

State Water Board or the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board would rely on 

this EIR.  

The Federal Power Act (FPA) broadly preempts state authority over hydroelectric facilities. 

(California v. FERC (1990) 495 U.S. 490; Sayles Hydro Assocs. v. Maughan (9th Cir. 1993) 985 

F.2d 451). One of the limited exceptions to this rule is issuance of water quality certifications 

under CWA section 401 for FERC licensing decisions. As previously discussed, CWA section 

401 requires applicants for federal licenses or permits that could result in a discharge into 

navigable waters to apply for certification from the applicable state agency that their activities 

will comply with state and federal water quality standards and other relevant requirements of 

state law. Conditions of a certification become conditions of the federal permit or license. 
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As there is an application before FERC to issue an original license for the Proposed Project, the 

State Water Board may issue a certification under certain water quality conditions or deny 

certification based on the Proposed Projectôs impact on the stateôs waters. The FPA preempts 

most other state authority. Therefore, except where Rugraw or FERC have indicated otherwise, 

the State Water Board does not anticipate that other state or local agencies would undertake 

permitting or other discretionary actions subject to CEQA for the Proposed Project.  

Additionally, although this EIR analyzes impacts of the Proposed Project to a broad range of 

environmental resource areas, implementation of any mitigation measures to resources outside 

the State Water Boardôs purview are dependent on agreements to implement such mitigation 

measures by Rugraw or FERC.  

The State Water Board anticipates implementation of additional measures (e.g., recommended 

measures in this EIR or any modifications developed through the FERC licensing process that 

provide the same or better level of protection for the resource in question) would reduce 

impacts. The EIR notes where such protection would eliminate the potential for a significant 

impact. However, Rugraw has not affirmatively indicated it would implement such recommended 

measures.  In these cases, the State Water Board has identified impacts that rely on 

implementation of these recommended measures in this EIR as significant and unavoidable.  

Several agencies have responsibility for issuing permits or approvals for the Proposed Project 

or for resources that may be affected by the Proposed Project. As stated in FERCôs Final EIS 

(Appendix A, page A-2), FERC expects its licensees will comply with all other federal, state, and 

local permitting processes, as appropriate. 

Table 1-1 presents an overview of the various agency responsibilities and permits that may be 

required for the Proposed Project. Additional details on the necessary permits and approvals 

are provided in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis.  

1.8 References 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). 2018. Water Quality Control 

Plan for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region for 

the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin. Fifth Edition. Revised 
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 2018. Final Environmental Impact Statement for 

Hydropower License, Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project Number 

12496-002. California. July. 

Rugraw, LLC. 2018. Revised Final License Application for FERC Project Number 12496, Lassen 

Lodge Hydroelectric Project. elibrary.ferc.gov 

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National 

Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region (NMFS). 2019. Letter to Kimberly D. 

Bose, Secretary Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, ñEndangered Species Act 

Section 7(a)(2) Letter of Concurrence for the Proposed Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric 

Project (P-12496), located on the South Fork Battle Creek, Californiaò. 

March 13, 2019. 
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Table 1-1. Overview of Potential Future Permit Approval and Consultation Requirements for the Lassen Lodge 
Hydroelectric Project 

Agency Jurisdiction, Permits, Approvals & Consultations 

Federal Agencies  

FERC  Under the FPA, FERC has authority to issue licenses for up to 50 years for the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of certain hydroelectric projects.  

FERC is the lead federal agency under the NEPA process for the Proposed Project.  

United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 

Under section 404 of the CWA, the USACE has authority to issue permits for the discharge of dredged 
or fill material into the waters of the United States, including wetlands. As the Proposed Project may 
discharge materials into the South Fork Battle Creek, it may require a section 404 permit. 

NMFS NMFS is responsible for conservation and management of fisheries to promote sustainability and 
prevent lost economic potential associated with overfishing, declining species, and degraded habitats. 
Under the FPA, NMFS provides comments and preliminary section 18 prescriptions, section 10(j) 
conditions, and section 10(a) recommendations on proposed hydroelectric projects. 

In addition, under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), NMFS has jurisdiction over federally 
listed anadromous species, and is required to consult with the lead federal agency to determine 
whether a proposed action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of, or destroy or adversely 
modify critical habitat of, any federally listed anadromous species.  

Compliance with the ESA may require issuance by NMFS of permit(s) for activities that could 
adversely affect these species. 

USFWS Under the ESA, the USFWS has jurisdiction over federally listed terrestrial and freshwater species. 
Under section 7 of the ESA, USFWS is required to consult with the lead federal agency to determine 
whether a proposed action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of, or destroy or adversely 
modify critical habitat of, federally listed terrestrial and freshwater species.  

Under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, USFWS also has responsibility for protecting nearly all 
species of birds, their eggs, and nests. Additionally, under the federal Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act, the USFWS is responsible for protecting and managing bald and golden eagles. 

Compliance with these acts may require issuance by the USFWS of permit(s) for activities that could 
adversely affect these species. 
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Agency Jurisdiction, Permits, Approvals & Consultations 

State Agencies  

State Water Board  As previously explained, section 401 of the CWA requires that prior to the issuance of a federal 
license or permit for an activity that may result in a discharge into navigable waters, an applicant must 
first obtain a certification issued by the State Water Board or the appropriate California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board.  

The State Water Boardôs discretionary action under CEQA is the issuance, issuance with conditions, 
or denial of a water quality certification for the Proposed Project under section 401 of the CWA. Under 
CEQA, the State Water Board is the lead agency for the Proposed Project and is responsible for 
issuing the EIR, adopting CEQA findings, and filing an associated Notice of Determination.  

California Office of Historic 
Preservation 

Under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, lead federal agencies must consult with 
appropriate state and local officials, Indian tribes, and members of the public regarding the 
identification of cultural resources and preparation of a Memorandum of Agreement for adverse 
effects on resources listed in or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Properties. The 
California Office of Historic Preservationôs State Historic Preservation Officer participates in section 
106 consultation and reviews and approves the Historic Properties Management Plan. 

CDFW CDFW is responsible for maintaining native fish, wildlife, plants, and natural communities in California, 
as well as administering the California Endangered Species Act.  

Under the FPA, CDFW provides comments and section 10(j) recommendations on proposed 
hydroelectric projects. 

Under CEQA, CDFW is a Trustee and Responsible Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources 
affected by a project that are held in trust for the people of the State of California, such as the fish and 
wildlife of the state, designated rare or endangered native plants, game refuges, and ecological 
reserves. 

California Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) 

Under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, lead federal agencies must consult with 
appropriate state and local officials, Indian tribes, and members of the public regarding the 
identification of cultural resources. The NAHC participates in section 106 consultation and identifies, 
catalogs, and protects Native American cultural resources.  The NAHC also oversees the handling of 
inadvertently discovered Native American human remains and burial items in California.  In addition, 
the NAHC assists CEQA lead agencies with the identification of sacred lands and California Native 
American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with geographic areas.  

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Caltrans has discretionary authority to issue permits for transport of oversized loads on state 
highways. 
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Agency Jurisdiction, Permits, Approvals & Consultations 

Regional Agencies  

Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (CVRWQCB), a 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) 

The CVRWQCB shares responsibility with the State Water Board for protecting the water quality and 
beneficial uses of the South Fork Battle Creek watershed. The CVRWCB adopted and the State 
Water Board and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approved the applicable 
basin plan, the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins. 

California RWQCBs, such as the CVRWQCB, also issue certifications pursuant to CWA section 401 
for construction-related disturbances of water quality. The Proposed Project may be subject to the 
Construction General Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction activity. This 
permit is required for all construction projects that disturb one or more acres of soil, and requires filing 
a Notice of Intent as well as the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP)a. 

Local Agencies  

Tehama County Tehama County has jurisdiction over planning, engineering, environmental health, traffic, and roads 
within Tehama County.  

Tehama County Air Pollution Control 
District (TCAPCD) 

Under state and federal law, the local Air Quality Management District (AQMD) is required to develop 
a plan for attaining ambient air quality standards.  

Under CEQA, the TCAPCD is a responsible or commenting agency for projects that may affect air 
quality. 

a  General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities. Water Quality Order Number 2009-
0009-DWQ and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Number CAS000002, as amended by Order Number 2010-0014-DWQ, Order 
Number 2012-0006-DWQ, and any amendments, thereto. 
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Chapter 2 Proposed Project Description 

2.1 Overview 

Rugraw, LLC (Rugraw) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 5 megawatt (MW) 

hydroelectric project on upper South Fork Battle Creek on the western slopes of the Cascade 

Range, approximately 1.5 miles west of the town of Mineral, an unincorporated community in 

Tehama County, California. The Proposed Project would be located entirely on private land, 

with the exception of areas located within existing county-owned roadway easements (see 

Figure 1-1, Proposed Project Location Map). 

2.2 Proposed Project Objectives 

As required by section 15124, subdivision (b) of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR identifies project 

objectives. These objectives are used in evaluating alternatives to determine whether and to 

what extent the alternatives achieve the intent of a proposed project. In evaluating alternatives, 

a lead agency must consider both an alternativeôs consistency with project objectives and its 

potentially significant impacts. 

The underlying purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide hydroelectric power. Three 

specific objectives related to this purpose, to be accomplished through the Proposed Project, 

are: 

1. Generate electricity for the term of the original license to produce electric power. 

The Proposed Project would generate electricity to help meet Californiaôs power 

requirements. It would produce approximately 5 megawatts (MW) per hour of operation 

and is expected to produce an average of 24,936 megawatt-hours (MWh) per year.  

2. Provide renewable hydropower to help California meet its Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (RPS). In 2002, the state of California established its RPS program, which 

requires that a specific percentage of electricity retail sales must come from renewable 

energy resources, which include small hydroelectric facilities. The Proposed Project 

would contribute to California's efforts to meet its RPS requirements by producing 5 MW 

per hour of operation and an average of 24,936 MWh of renewable energy per year. 

3. Identify and implement measures to avoid or mitigate damage to the environment, 

including fish and wildlife, and protect beneficial uses of South Fork Battle Creek. 

The Proposed Project would develop and implement several plans and programs to 

ensure compliance with water quality standards and other appropriate requirements of 

state law. These management plans would address concerns related to fish and wildlife, 

as well as temperature, turbidity, pH, and other aspects of water quality.   In addition, the 

Proposed Project would not affect the planned Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead 

Restoration Project. 
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2.3 Proposed Project 

A project is defined under CEQA as ñthe whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting 

in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 

physical change in the environmentò that requires a discretionary approval from a public agency. 

(CEQA Guidelines, section 15378, subd. (a)(3).) Further, the ñterm óprojectô refers to the activity 

which is being approved and which may be subject to discretionary approvals by one or more 

agencies subject to CEQA. The term óprojectô does not mean each separate governmental 

approvalò (CEQA Guidelines, section 15378, subd. (c)).  

For purposes of the environmental analysis contained in this EIR, the Project under 

consideration is the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project, which 

includes FERCôs Staff Alternative, as described in FERCôs Final EIS (FERC, 2018) with two 

additional measures developed in consultation with NMFS after publication of the Final EIS. 

These measures are intended to protect listed species: (1) an anadromous fish monitoring 

program and (2) revised generation operating rules if anadromous fish are observed in the 

Proposed Project area. 

The following sections of this chapter provide a description of the Proposed Projectôs: 

¶ Facilities, including the diversion dam and pool; intake structure; control/fish screen 

structure; water conveyance pipeline and penstock; transition structure; powerhouse; 

tailrace; substation; transmission line; switchyard; powerlines; roads; and multipurpose 

areas needed for construction and for operations and maintenance; 

¶ Operations;  

¶ Construction Activities; 

¶ Facility Inspections, Testing, and Maintenance;  

¶ Rugraw-Proposed Measures; and 

¶ Other Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans. 

2.3.1 Proposed Project Facilities  

The Proposed Project facilities would be located primarily on the south bank of South Fork 

Battle Creek between elevations of 3,417 feet and 4,310 feet above mean sea level4 (amsl) 

(Figure 2-1, Proposed Project). Power generated from the Proposed Project would be 

transmitted via a new, approximately 12-mile-long, 60-kV transmission line ranging in elevation 

from 3,470 feet at the generation substation up to a maximum elevation of 4,422 feet, then 

down to an elevation of approximately 2,105 feet, where it would interconnect with the Pacific 

Gas and Electric (PG&E) Volta ï South Transmission Line in the town of Manton, California. 

2.3.1.1 Diversion Dam and Pool 

The diversion dam and pool would be located on South Fork Battle Creek at river mile (RM) 23,5 

approximately 0.5 RM upstream of the Old State Highway Route 36 Bridge (RM 22.5), at the 

location of an abandoned logging flume that diverted water from the creek into a ditch conveying 

 
4  All referenced elevations are in feet above mean sea level. 
5  River miles are measured upstream from confluence of Battle Creek and the Sacramento 

River. 
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timber to the town of Manton.6 The diversion dam, with a finished floor elevation of 4,302 feet 

and a water surface level (WSL) of 4,310 feet, would be a buttressed concrete stem wall, or 

supporting structure, placed in the streambed, perpendicular to streamflow. The diversion dam 

would be 63 feet in total length at an installed height of 8 feet above the natural streambed floor. 

The associated diversion pool would have a surface area of approximately 0.4 acre at normal 

WSL operating elevation of 4,310 feet. 

The diversion dam would include six 8-by-8-foot pneumatic gates in the center of the structure 

with a sill elevation of 4,302 feet. When fully deflated, the gates lay would flat on the sill, 

resulting in release of the impoundment. The diversion dam would also include two sluice gates, 

one on each side at the bottom of the structure, to allow for sediment pass-through at higher 

flows and regulation of downstream flow releases.  

The dam would also include downstream fish passage (discussed below), designed in 

coordination with CDFW.  

 
6   Historic sawmill sites and associated features have been evaluated (Tetra Tech 2015). None 

of the documented historic sites were deemed eligible for state or national registers. An 
analysis of historic resources can be found in Section, 4.8 Cultural Resources. 



Lassen Lodge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 12496) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

September 2020   Proposed Project Description   2-4 

 
Figure 2-1. Proposed Project (Map 1)
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































